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DECLARATI ON STATEMENT
RECORD CF DECI SI ON

| NDUSTRI AL LATEX
Site Nane and Location

I ndustrial Latex
Wal |'i ngton, Bergen County, New Jersey

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renedial action for contam nated soil, vats, buildings, and
buried druns at the Industrial Latexsite. The renedial action was chosen in accordance with the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous
Subst ances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the adm nistrative record for the site.

Assessnent of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Industrial Latex site, if not addressed by
i mpl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, nmay present an inm nent and substanti al
endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Renmedy

The remedy described in this docunent represents the first operable unit for the Industrial Latex site. It
addresses the current and future threats to human health and the environnent associated with the
contamination present in the soil, vats, buildings, and buried drunms at the site, and is the final renedial
action for these nmedia. Additional investigation will be undertaken to characterize the nature and extent of
any site-related groundwater contamination. A subsequent decision docunent will address the need for
groundwat er renedi ati on.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

1 Excavati on of contam nated soil exceeding renediation goals above the water table, on-site treatnent
by | ow tenmperature thernmal desorption, and on-site backfilling of the treated soil;
1 Renoval and off-site disposal of contami nated vats in an approved |andfill under the Toxic Substances

Control Act and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

Denolition and off-site disposal of buildings in an appropriate landfill;
Excavation and off-site treatnent or disposal of buried drunms; and

Appropriate environnental nmonitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the renedy.
Statutory Deterninations

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renmedial action, and is cost
effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the maxi num
extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for renedi es that enploy treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. Subsequent actions nmay be necessary to address
groundwat er contam nation at the site.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remnaining on the site above heal t h-based | evel s,
the five-year revieww |l not apply to this action.
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Present worth
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Primary contact (phone)

I ndustrial Latex

Wal I'i ngt on, Bergen County, New Jersey
I

36. 45

9/ 30/ 92

Contam nated soil will be excavated and
treated by |ow tenperature thernmnal

desorption, and then backfilled on the site.
Buried druns present at the site will be
excavated al so, and will be disposed of or
incinerated at an off-site facility. The
vats will be disnmantled and di sposed of in an
appropriate off-site landfill. Two buildings
on the site will be dernolished and al so

di sposed of in an appropriate off-site
landfill.

$11, 263, 600

$4, 848, 700

$17, 883, 600

U S EPA
Paol o Pascetta (212) 264-9001

Secondary contact (phone) Robert MKnight (212) 264-1870
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N A

Type (metals, PCB, &c) PCB

Medi um (soil, g.w,

aigin

Est. quantity cu.yd.
gal .
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&c) soil, vats, druns, buildings
Conpany manuf actured chem ca
adhesi ves, and natural and synthetic
rubber conpounds
38,000 cu. yd. of soi
800 gallons of liquid and six cu. yd
of sludge
approx. 600 buried druns and 30 vats
approx. 41,000 sq. ft. of interior
bl dg. surfaces (walls and floors) and
an exterior concrete pad



Record of Decision for the Industrial Latex Site
Kat hl een C. Cal |l ahan, Director Energency and Remedi al Response Division (2ERRD)
Constantine Sidanon-Eristoff Regional Adm nistrator (2RA)

Attached for your approval is the Record of Decision (ROD) for the contam nated soil, vats, and buil dings at
the Industrial Latex site. The site is |located in Bergen County, New Jersey.

The sel ected renmedial action represents the first of two planned operable units for the site. This action
will address the contam nation present in the soil, vats, and buildings at the site. The groundwater wll be
the subject of the second operable unit.

Contanminated soil will be excavated and treated by | ow tenperature thermal desorption, and then backfilled on
the site. Buried druns present at the site will be excavated also, and will be disposed of or incinerated at
an off-site facility. The vats will be dismantled and di sposed of in an appropriate off-site landfill. Two
buil dings on the site will be denolished and al so di sposed of in an appropriate off-site landfill. The

estinmated present worth cost to performthe remedial action at the site is $18 nmillion.

A renedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) to identify the nature and extent of contami nation at
the site was conpleted in July 1992. The results of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan for the site were
released to the public on July 16, 1992. The 30-day public comment period ended on August 15, 1992. In
addition, a public meeting was held on August 10, 1992. The conments provided by |ocal residents and
officials on the proposed renmedial action did not necessitate a nodification of the proposed renedy.

The attached ROD was devel oped by EPA and has been revi ewed by the New Jersey Departnent of Environnental
Protection and Energy, and the appropriate offices within Region Il. Their input and comments are reflected
in the docunent.

If you have any questions concerning this ROD, | will be happy to discuss themat your convenience.

At t achnent



DECI SI ON SUMVARY

RECORD COF DECI SI ON

I NDUSTRI AL LATEX

SI TE NAMVE, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Industrial Latex site is |located at 350 Mount Pl easant Avenue in the Borough of Wallington, Bergen
County, New Jersey. It is situated in a snall valley between two northeast-southwest trending hills. The
property enconpasses 9.67 acres in a mixed residential/industrial neighborhood. The site is bordered by a
residential area including an el enentary school to the west; a tractor trailer storage area to the north; the
CONRAI L/ New Jersey Transit railroad line to the east; and an outdoor recreational conplex, residences, and
anundevel oped lot to the south (Figure 1). The undevel oped lot is owned by the Borough of Wallington and is
utilized for storage (road salt, sand, gravel, and construction debris), and for conposting (grass, |eaves,
etc.). The Borough of WodRidge is located directly east of the railroad |ine

The site is southeast of an extensive industrial devel opment bordering the CONRAI L/ New Jersey Transit rai
corridor. Industrial facilities near the site include the Curtiss-Wight Corporation |ocated in Wod-Ri dge
and Farmand Dairies in Wallington. The Curtiss-Wight and Farmand Dairies facilities are currently
under goi ng environmental investigations under the New Jersey Environmental O eanup Responsibility Act (ECRA).

The majority of the land use within a one-half mle radius of the Industrial Latex site is residential, while
sone land is zoned for commerce and i ndustry. Major residential devel opnents are closely situated to the
east, west, and south of the site. According to 1990 census data, approxinmately 17,500 people live in the
Bor oughs of Wallington and Wod- R dge

Until 1985, the Borough of Wallington had maintained five public water supply wells within the Borough
(Figure 2). Four of these wells are located within one mle of the site. However, the wells have been

cl osed since 1985 due to groundwater contam nation of volatile organi c conpounds (VOCs) such as

trichl oroethene (TCE), tetrachl oroethene (PCE), and trans-1, 2di chl oroet hene. The Passaic Valley Wter

Conmmi ssion currently supplies potable water to the Wallington Water Conpany for distribution to the Borough

Two buildings are present on the site. Building 1 housed the offices and |aboratory of the Industrial Latex
Corporation and served as the shipping warehouse. Sone chem cal processing was performed in this building.

A floor drain runs down the center of Building 1 discharging to the ground at the rear of the property.

O f-specification product was all egedly dunped inthe floor drain. Four on-site septic tanks were al so used
for disposal of chemical wastes: Tanks 1 and 2 are located i mredi ately adj acent to the southeast side of
Building 1 and Tanks 3 and 4 are |ocated approximately 125 feet northeast of Building 1. A boiler located in
Building 1 may be a source of dioxin contam nation found at the site due to the all eged conbustion of oil
contai ning pol ychl ori nated bi phenyls (PCBs). The larger building, Building 2, served as the nmai n production
facility. Mst of the production equipnent still remains in the building along with rolls of finished
materi al s and m scel | aneous pi eces of small equipment. Four roons were added to the original structure of
Building 2 after 1960. The additional portions of this building nay be built on buried debris. Thirty

chem cal - processing vats were used to forrmulate the | atex products; six vats are located in Building 1 and 24
vats are located in Building 2. Latex product has solidified on the interior and exterior surfaces of the
vats.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

The Industrial Latex Corporation nanufactured chem cal adhesives, and natural and synthetic rubber conpounds
from 1951 until 1980. Adhesives were initially formulated using vegetable protein in a solvent base.
Solvents utilized in the process included acetone, heptane, hexane, nethyl ethyl ketone (MEK), and nethyl ene
chloride. To reduce flammability, PCBs were introduced as a fire retardant. In addition, the PCBs al so had
excel | ent bondi ng properties.

In the |ate 1970s, sol vent-based adhesives were replaced by waterbased | atex adhesives. Internittent



processing of |atex conmpounds continued at the site until October 1983, when all operations ceased. Poor
operational procedures and on-site waste di sposal practices resulted in wi despread areas of surface and
subsurface soil contanination

Prompt ed by nurerous conplaints fromlocal officials about the m suse of solvents and the dunping of trash
and chemicals on the property, the New Jersey Departnent of Environmental Protection and Energy (NJDEPE)
conducted a site inspection in 1980 and found approxi nately 250 | eaki ng drums of various chem cal conpounds.
In addi tion, NJDEPE discovered that VOCs and naterials contam nated with PCBs had been di sposed of in an
on-site sanitary septic system NIDEPE conducted a second site inspection in 1983 and di scovered

approxi mately 1,600 druns which were open, leaking, or lying on their sides. Analyses of the drumcontents
reveal ed the presence of acetone, hexane, MEK, dinmethyl formanide, and 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane (TCA).

In 1985, NIDEPE began enforcenent efforts to have the site owner renmove and properly dispose of all on-site
drums and contaninated soil. By March 1986, however, only about 400 druns had been renoved.

Because of the owner's inability to conduct a tinely renoval of the material, the United States Environnenta
Protection Agency (EPA) initiated a renoval action in April 1986 to address i medi ate contam nant hazards
present at the site. Sanpling and anal yses of on-site druns reveal ed the presence of benzene, ethyl benzene,
t ol uene, xylene, and extensive PCB contanination. By January 1987, EPA had renoved 1, 200 drunms and 22

under ground storage tanks fromthe site

From May 1987 until January 1988, EPA conducted an expanded site inspection for the purpose of collecting
addi ti onal data on the nature and extent of contamnation. |n addition, a fence was installed to restrict
access to the site and reduce direct exposure to surface contam nation. The data collected during the
expanded site inspection was used as supporting docunentation in ranking the Industrial Latex site for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites. The site was proposed for inclusion on
the NPL in June 1988 and finalized in March 1989. EPA initiated a renedial investigation and feasibility
study (RI/FS) to deternine the nature and extent of contamination at the Industrial Latex site in June 1989.

On March 26, 1986, EPA sent notice letters to five potentially responsible parties (PRPs). On July 31, 1986,
EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Oder to all five of these PRPs demanding that they performrenova
actions at the site. None of the PRPs offered to performthis work. In January 1988, EPA filed a lien on
the site pursuant to Section 113 of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensatory and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as anended. |In addition, EPA sent a letter, dated January 4, 1988, to two of the PRPs dermandi ng
that they reinburse EPA for $1,524,000 in past costs related to renoval activities at the site. Neither
party offered to provide EPA with such reinbursement. On March 17, 1992, EPA sent information request
letters to three firms believed to have information relating to the disposal of waste material at the site.
The responses did not indicate that the firns had any involvenent with the Industrial Latex site. EPAwII
eval uate further enforcenent activities.

H GHLI GHTS CF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

A Community Relations Plan (CRP) was devel oped to ensure the public opportunities for involvenment in
site-related decisions. In addition, the CRP was used by EPA to deternmine, based on comunity interviews,
activities to ensure public involvenent and to provide opportunities for the comunity to | earn about the
site.

EPA held a public neeting and distributed a fact sheet in June 1989 to explain the initial RI/FS to the
public and to report on the progress being nade at the site.

The RI and FS reports were released to the public in July 1992. A Proposed Plan, that identified EPA s
preferred renedial alternative, was released on July 16, 1992. These docunents were nmade available to the
public at the information repositories at the John F. Kennedy Menorial Library, |ocated on Hathaway Street in
Wl |i ngton, New Jersey, and the Wod-Ri dge Menorial Library, |ocated on Hackensack Street in Wod-R dge, New
Jersey, and in the adninistrative record file at the EPA Docket Roomin Region I, New York, New York. A
copy of the adnministrative record is also |located at the John F. Kennedy Menorial Library. The notice of

avail ability for the above-referenced docunents was published in The Record (Bergen/Hudson Edition) on July



16, 1992. The public comrent period on these docunments was held fromJuly 16, 1992 to August 15, 1992

On August 10, 1992, EPA conducted a public neeting at the Wallington Gvic Center, to present the findings of
the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions and comments from area residents and ot her
att endees.

Responses to the conments received during the public conmment period are included in the Responsiveness
Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision (ROD).

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the Industrial Latex site, chosen in
accordance with the CERCLA, as anended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to
the extent practicable, the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP). The
selection of the remedy for this site is based on the adm nistrative record.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON
This Record of Decision was devel oped by EPA

As with many Superfund sites, the problens at the Industrial Latex site are conplex. As a result, EPA has
organi zed the site into two remedi al phases or operable units, in addition to the renmoval action that was
conducted between April 1986 and January 1987. This ROD addresses the first operable unit for the site and
identifies the selected renedy for the contam nated soil sand sedi ments, buil dings and equi pnent, druns,
septic system and hardened |latex material. This is a final renedy for the first operable unit.

Because the results of the groundwater investigation were not conclusive, a second operable unit to nore
fully characterize the presence and extent of contamination will be performed. A subsequent investigation
will be perfornmed to determne the nature and extent of any site-related groundwater contam nation. A fina
remedy for the groundwater contam nation will be determined after collecting and eval uating additiona
groundwat er i nformation

SUMVARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
Site Ceol ogy and Hydrol ogy

The Industrial Latex site lies within the physiographic region known as the Triassic Low ands which is a
subdi vi sion of the Piednont Province. In general, the lowand terrain consists of a gently rolling surface
that varies in altitude fromone foot to 200 feet. The low and is underlain by igneous and sedi mentary rocks
of Jurassic and Triassic Age, respectively. The sedinentary bedrock deposits of shale, siltstone and

sandst one belong to the Brunsw ck Formation of the Newark G oup. The Brunswick Formation is also referred to
as the Passaic Formation. The igneous bedrock consists of basalt and di abase intrusions which form highly
resistant ridges, known as the Watchung Mountains. The site is located in a small valley between two

nort heast-southwest trending hills. The site has an average el evation of 63 feet above nean sea | evel (MBL).
The hill to the west of the site has an elevation of 120 feet above MSL. To the east, another ridge of hills
rises to an altitude of 200 feet above MSL.

The sedi mentary beds strike north to northeast and dip west to northwest at 10 degrees. A prom nent set of
joints parallels the strike of the beds; a |l ess promnent set strikes in a northwest direction. The United
St ates Geol ogi cal Survey (USGS) performed geophysical |ogging on the Borough of WAl | ington's Spring Street
wel |, located approxi mately 450 feet south of the site. Based on this logging, the USGS inferred that nmjor
fracture zones exist at 36 to 40 feet and 53 to 66 feet bel ow ground surface, with nunerous snmall fractures
down the rest of the 392-foot well.

Bedrock at the site is overlain by approxi mately 35 feet of glacial deposits. The glacial deposits are thick
(30 to 50 feet) in the eastern portion of the site and relatively thin (6 to 8 feet) in the western portion

of the site due to the sharp rise in bedrock elevation in this area

Low portions of the site to the east have accunul ated marshl and organi ¢ substratum of the Udorthents Series.



However, devel opnent of the area and reworking of the on-site soils have disturbed the original soils
significantly. In general, soils found at the Industrial Latex site are classified as soils of the Boonton
Series U ban Land Conpl ex.

The Industrial Latex site is located in the Passaic River basin. Generally, on-site surface runoff flows
eastward across the site to an intermttent drai nage channel which parallels the railroad tracks. This
drai nage channel ordinarily flows only during periods of excessive precipitation

G oundwater is present in both consolidated and unconsolidated subsurface naterial at the Industrial Latex
site. Fornmerly, five nunicipal wells supplied the Borough of Wallington with its potable water. Al wells
were conpleted in the Brunswi ck Formation, at depths ranging from approxi mately 350 to 400 feet bel ow the
ground surface. As shown in Figure 2, the nunicipal wells are situated throughout the Borough. Since 1985,
the nmunici pal wells have been closed due to VOC contam nation. The primary contam nants are
trans-1, 2-di chl oroet hene, PCE, and TCE

In 1986, the USGS conducted a survey of the groundwater quality in the area of the Industrial Latex site. In
addition to the Wallington municipal wells, analytical data were reviewed froma nunicipal test well

i mredi ately south of the site, nmonitoring wells at the CQurtiss-Wight Facility in WodR dge northeast of the
site, and production wells at the Farmand Dairies in the Borough of Wallington north of the site. Based on
this water quality data, the USGS inferred that groundwater in the unconsolidated and bedrock materials
around the site are contam nated with VOCs, petrol eum hydrocarbons, and phthal ate esters. This may indicate
that groundwater contanination is a regional problemin the area

The Rl also investigated groundwater quality both on and off the Industrial Latex site. However, because
groundwat er sanpling produced inconsistent results, and only relatively | ow concentrations of contam nants
were detected, no conclusions could be drawn fromthat part of the investigation

The depth to water at the Industrial Latex site was found to range from approxinately 10 feet bel ow the
ground surface in the eastern portion of the property to about 20 feet in the western portion. The water
level difference in the depth corresponds to a change in topography between the eastern and western portions
of the site.

Using the U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5) Wetland d assification System the wetlands identified at
the Industrial Latex site were classified as palustrine wetlands. The water regine at the site could be
classified as seasonally/tenporarily flooded. This indicates that water is present for both brief and
extended periods during the growi ng season. Wen surface water is absent, the water table usually occurs
closely bel ow the ground surface early in the season and drops |ower as the grow ng season conti nues.

Pal ustrine emergent wetlands are | ocated near the northeast corner of the site. The palustrine scrub/shrub
and forested wetlands, in the northern section of the site between the fence and the property boundary, are
characterized by hardwood shrub and tree vegetation. A scrub/shrub wetland borders the surface drai nage
ditch adjacent to the eastern property boundary. Past human activities have disturbed these wetlands causi ng
alterations in typical wetland hydrol ogy, soil and vegetation. Perturbations found on site include altered
drai nage patterns, buried hydric soils (i.e., filled wetlands), scraped and/or renoved hydric soils, buried
plant materials, nmounded dirt and debris on buried hydric soils, ditched wetland areas, and renoved
veget ati on.

A Stage | A Qultural Resource Survey performed as part of the R concluded that there is little |ikelihood
that significant prehistoric or historic activities occurred at the site. |In addition, due to the extensive
reworking of the site soils over the |ast 40 years, any archeol ogi cal remains of such activities would have
been likely obliterated. Therefore, no additional investigation is considered necessary.

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation
A series of field investigations, collectively referred to as the renmedial investigation, was conpleted in

June 1992. The purpose of the Rl was to determne the nature and extent of contam nation associated with the
site.



To assess the nature and extent of contamination, 256 sanples were obtained fromsurface and subsurface soil,
54 sanpl es from groundwater, 24 from sedinents, and 86 sanpl es of buil ding conmponents including interior
bui | di ng surfaces, floor drains, septic systens, and equi pnent.

The maj or conclusions of the Rl for the site are sunmari zed bel ow

I Approxinmately 32,000 cubic yards of soil on the site are contam nated with PCB Arocl or 1260,
bi s(2-et hyl hexyl) phthal ate, netals, and pol ynucl ear aromati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs). This volune is
based on an estinate of soil containing nore than 1 part per nillion (ppn) of PCBs, and includes soi
in the wetland portion of thesite as well as beneath the buildings. The highest |evels of soi
contanmination are found along the eastern boundary and in the southeast corner of the site (Figures 3
to 6). PCB Aroclor 1260 is found in concentrations up to 4,000 ppm bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate up to
280 ppm and antimony up to 12.6 ppm An additional 2,700 cubic yards of soil contain nmetals at
concentrations consistent with background |evels for the area. The background | evel s were based on
off-site sanpling of soil.

Approxi mately 600 buried druns containing |latex-type naterial and other naterial are present along the
eastern boundary and southeastern corner of the site at a depth of one-half foot to 10 feet bel ow the
ground surface. Sanples of this naterial detected PCB Aroclor 1260 at concentrations as high as
43,700 ppm In addition, drunms and related | atex-type material are exposed along the railroad
corridor.

Approxi mately 2,700 cubic yards of soil and sedinents in a drainage channel along the eastern border
of the site are contam nated with PCB Aroclor 1260 (up to 250 ppn), bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (up to
150 ppm), PAHs (up to 13 ppm), and netals (up to 654 ppnm). The surface water in the drai nage channe
did not contain any conmpounds whi ch exceed pronul gated New Jersey Surface Water Quality Criteria

G oundwat er beneath the eastern portion of the site nay be contamnated with | ow concentrations of
VOCs, PCB Aroclor 1260, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, and nmetals, but the results fromseveral rounds
of groundwat er sanpling were not consistent. Additionally, because background conditions were not
sufficiently established, it could not be determned if the groundwater was actually contam nated as a
result of the site. However, all residences in the area are served by the Passaic Valley Water
Conmi ssi on.

Approxi mately 41,000 square feet of interior building surfaces (walls and floors) and an exterior
concrete pad are contaminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 at a level up to 95 ppm The floor drains in one
of the buildings, the processing vats, and niscell aneous equi pment within both buildings are al so
contanminated with PCB Aroclor 1260 (as high as 570 ppn). The floor drains are also contam nated with
VQOCs, phthal ates, and netal s.

Approxi mately 800 gallons of liquids and six cubic yards of sludges fromthe septic tanks are
contam nated with VOCs (up to 2,800 ppm), PCBs (up to 22,000 ppm, phthalates (up to 5,600 ppm, and
netals (up to 13,000 ppn).

Thirty vats are present in the two buildings on the site and are primarily contaninated with surficia
PCBs (up to 21,100 ppn), metals, and VOCs (up to 24,800 ppnj.

SUWARY OF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the R, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associ ated
with current and future site conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates the human heal th and
environnental risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the site if no renedial action were taken

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

For the human health risk assessment, a reasonabl e maxi num human exposure was eval uated. A four-step process
was utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure scenari o



Hazard Identification--identified the contam nants of concern at the site based on several factors such as
toxicity, frequency of occurrence, andconcentration; Exposure Assessnent--estinated the magnitude of actua
and/ or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.qg.
ingesting contam nated soil) by which hunans are potentially exposed; Toxicity Assessment-- determined the
types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the rel ationship between nagnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response); and Ri sk Characterization--sumarized and

conbi ned outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-a-mllion
excess cancer risk) assessnent of site-related risks.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer causing) and noncarci nogenic effects due
to exposure to site chemcals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects of the
siterelated chenmicals woul d be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual indicator conpounds were summed to indicate the potential risks associated with

m xtures of potential carcinogens and noncarci hogens, respectively. Table 1 shows the chemcals detected in
soil and sedinents at the site, and identifies the chem cals of potential concern. The health effects
criteria for the chemcals of potential concern are presented in Table 2.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sks were assessed using a Hazard | ndex (H') approach, based on a conparison of expected
contami nant intakes and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference Doses (RfDs) have been devel oped
by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of
mlligrans per kilogram per day (ng/kg-day), are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans which are

t hought to be safe over a lifetine (including sensitive individuals). Estimted intakes of chemicals from
environnental nedia (e.g., the amount of a chem cal ingested from contaninated drinking water) are conpared
with the RfD to derive the hazard quotient for the contamnant in the particular media. The H is obtained
by adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across all nmedia. An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the
potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site-related exposures. The H
provi des a useful reference point for gauging the potential significance of multiple contam nant exposures
within a single mediumor across nedia

Potential carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer potency factors devel oped by EPA for the

i ndi cator conmpounds. Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been devel oped by EPA s Carcinogenic R sk Assessment
Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially
carci nogeni ¢ chemcals. CPFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied by the
estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess
lifetine cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake level. The term "upper bound"
reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe CPFs. Use of this approach nakes
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely.

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upperbound individual lifetine cancer risks of
between 1X10[-4] to 1X10[-6] to be acceptable. This |level indicates that an individual has no greater than a
one in ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of exposure to site

condi tions over a 30-year period

To eval uate human health risk, several exposure pathways were selected for detailed eval uati on under both
current and future | and-use conditions. Under current |and-use conditions (Table 3), the dom nant health
risk is posed by the ingestion of on-site surface soil (0 to 2 feet) by a trespasser. Ingestion of soil poses
t he greatest carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk. The estimated cancer risk is 9x10[-4] (nine in ten

t housand), primarily due to PCB Aroclor 1260. The H related to ingestion of on-site surface soil is 7.8.

The estinmated cancer risk for dermal contact with on-site soil and for incidental ingestion of, or dernal
contact with, off-site surface soil are within EPA's target cancer risk range of 10[-4] to 10[-6]. The H's
for these exposure pathways are | ess than one. Both excess cancer risk and the H for the remaining exposure
pat hways are al so within acceptabl e | evels.

The fol |l owi ng exposure pat hways were eval uated in detail under future |and-use conditions:

1 Inci dental ingestion and dernal absorption of on-site surface soils by a hypothetical future worker.



1 Inci dental ingestion and dernal absorption of on-site surface soils by a hypothetical future resident
(Birth to 30 years old).

Under future |and-use conditions (Table 4), the domi nant health risk is posed by the ingestion of on-site
surface soil by a future resident. Based on contani nant concentrations identified in the on-site surface
soil, ingestion of the soil poses the greatest carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk. The estinmated excess
cancer risk is 2x10[-2] (two in a hundred), due prinmarily to PCB Aroclor 1260. The H is 48, also due to PCB
Arocl or 1260.

The estimated excess cancer risk for dermal contact with on-site surface soil for a future resident is
5x10[-3] (five in a thousand), and the H is 14. The estimated excess cancer risk for incidental ingestion
of on-site surface soil by a future worker is 3x10[-3], and 5x10[-4] for dermal contact with the soil. The
H's are 9.5 and 1.6, respectively.

A qualitative risk assessnent was perforned for the building surfaces and vats on the site because of the
difficulty in adequately quantifying those exposure risks. GCenerally, the chem cals detected on the building
and vat surfaces were present at concentrations significantly higher than the nmaxi num concentrations found in
on-site soil. Dermal absorption of PCB Aroclor 1260 and bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate are the nost serious

heal th threats, and chronic exposure may result in elevated cancer risks, adverse liver effects, and
fetotoxicity. Short-term exposures via inhalation to high concentrations of VOCs in the floor drains may
result in neurol ogical effects. The high concentrations of inorganic chenicals are not likely to penetrate
the skin; however, the risks due to incidental ingestion may be significant due primarily to antinony and
zinc.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

For the ecol ogical risk assessment, a reasonabl e maxi mum envi ronnental exposure was eval uated. A four-step
process was utilized for assessing site-related ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure scenari o:
Probl em Formul ation--a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, migration, and fate; identification of
contanmi nants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the contam nants; and
sel ection of endpoints for further study; Exposure Assessnment--a quantitative evaluation of contani nant

rel ease, mgration, and fate; characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and neasurenent or
estinmation of exposure point concentrations; Ecological Effects Assessnent— literature reviews, field
studies, and toxicity tests, |inking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogi cal receptors; and Risk
Characterization --measurement or estinmation of both current and future adverse effects

The ecol ogi cal assessnent is sunmarized as foll ows:
1 PCBs have the greatest potential to adversely inpact the soil-dwelling invertebrates and small mammal s

because they are widely distributed in the soil throughout the site, and have a relatively
hi ghtoxicity and propensity to bhioconcentrate

Chemi cal concentrations in the surface water of the drainage channel are generally bel ow
concentrations likely to inmpact aquatic conmunities. Some inpacts mght occur to sensitive aquatic
species and/or life stages as a result of inorganic contam nants in the sediment.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessnents, are subject to
a wde variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include:

environnental chem stry sanpling and anal ysi s
envi ronnent al par anet er neasur erment

fate and transport nodeling
exposure paraneter estimation

t oxi col ogi cal data



Uncertainty in environnmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in
the nedi a sanpled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.

Envi ronment al chemi stry-anal ysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual would actually
conme in contact with the contam nants of concern, the period of time over which such exposure woul d occur,
and in the nodels used to estinmate the concentrations of the contam nants of concern at the point of
exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by maki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the Ri sk Assessment provi des upper-bound estimates of the risks to
popul ations near the site, and is highly unlikely to underestimate actual risks related to the site.

More specific informati on concerning human health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the degree of
ri sk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the R sk Assessnment Report.

Concl usi on

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Industrial Latex site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmm nent and substantial endangernent
to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

The followi ng remedi al action objectives have been established for this operable unit of the Industrial Latex
site:

Reduce risks associated with inadvertent ingestion of, and direct contact with, contanminated soil and
sedi nent s

Reduce risks associated with continued rel ease of contam nants from ot her known source areas, such as
buried druns, buried off-specification product, and septic tanks

Reduce risks associated with potential future rel eases from equi pnent, building process vats, floor
drai ns, and buil di ngs

Reduce ecol ogi cal risks associated with current site conditions and potential future rel eases from
equi pnent, building process vats, floor drains, and buil di ngs

To achi eve these objectives, EPAw Il utilize the risk-based remedi ati on goals devel oped for the Industrial
Latex site shown on Table 5. The renediation goals were based on an assunption that the site could be

devel oped for residential use at sone future time. Additionally, the relatively close proximty of current
residences to the contaminated area (several residential backyards extend onto uncontam nated portions of the
Industrial Latex property) further substantiates the basis for this assunption. The remediation goals will
decrease the risks to the 10[-6] range. These risk-based renediation goals were derived in order to reflect
the potential risk fromexposure to a chemical given a specific pathway, medium and | and-use conbi nation.

By setting the total risk for carcinogenic effects at an acceptable risk level (i.e., oneinamllion), it
is possible to calculate a remediation level for carcinogens in that exposure pathway. For noncarci nogens,
total risk is set at an H of 1 for each chemcal in a particular medium It is then possible to calculate a
remedi ation | evel for each noncarcinogen within that particular nedium Because significant contam nant
concentrations are present near the groundwater table in some areas of the site, soil will be remediated to
the average water table (approxinmately ten feet bel ow the ground surface).



DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA, as anended by SARA, requires that each selected site renedy be protective of human health and the
environnent, conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents, utilize permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable, and
be cost effective. |In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of treatnment as a principal

el ement for the reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume of hazardous substances.

The FS evaluated in detail eight alternatives for renediating the soil, three alternatives for renediating
hardened material in vats, and four alternatives for renediating building surfaces. Under the soil renedial
alternatives, Alternative S-1 (A), No Action, also includes no action for the hardened material in vats and
the building surfaces. Aternatives S 2 through S-6 each include the excavation of buried drums which woul d
be transported off site for treatnent or disposal. Aternatives S 4, S5 and S-6 also include the renoval
of the septic systemand its contents for off-site treatnent or disposal.

The estinmated capital cost, operation and nai ntenance costs (0%, and net present worth costs of each
alternative discussed bel ow are provided for conparison. The estimated inplenentation time reflects only the
tine required to construct or inplement the renedy, and does not include the tine required to design the
remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or procure contracts for design and construction. A brief
description of each alternative foll ows.

SO L (1 NCLUDI NG BURI ED DRUM LATEX) REMEDI ATI ON ALTERNATI VES

Alternative S-1 (A): No Action (Soil, Vats, and Building Surfaces)

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 0
Esti mated Annual O8&M Cost s: $30, 000
Esti mated Present Wrth: $83, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: none

A No Action alternative is evaluated for every Superfund site to establish a baseline for conparison of
renedial alternatives. Under this alternative, no further action would be taken to address contam nati on at
the site.

The fence which currently surrounds the site would renmain in place, however, it would not be maintained. No
neasures woul d be taken to reduce the potential for exposures to the contaninated soil, hardened material in
vats, or the building surfaces. No environmental nonitoring activities would be perforned, other than a
review after five years to determine if contam nation has spread. The cost estimates above include the cost
to performthis review

Alternative S-1 (B): Mnimal Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 167,000
Estimated Annual O8M Cost s: $ 237,200
Estimated Present Wrth: $3, 434, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 30 years

Under the Mninmal Action alternative, no neasures would be taken to renediate the contam nation on the site.
However, certain capital costs which include extendi ng the existing fence and groundwater nonitoring would be
included in this alternative.

Site conditions would al so be periodically nonitored to evaluate the mgration of contam nants fromthe site
and to nonitor the effects of natural attenuation. As with the No Action alternative, a review would be
required after five years. The estinmated inplementation timefrane for this alternative is for the nonitoring
program

Alternative S-2: Capping



Estimated Capital Cost: $4, 940, 000

Esti mated Annual O8&M Cost s: $ 240, 000
Esti mated Present Wrth: $7, 090, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 6 nont hs

Capping represents an alternative that utilizes containnment with no treatnent. Capping would reduce the
mobility of the soil contam nants by minimzing water infiltration and subsequent |eaching of soil

contami nants into the groundwater. Various cappi ng net hodol ogi es were evaluated in the FS including a
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) type cap, multi-nedia cap, asphalt cap, and soil cap. For cost
estinmation purposes, an asphalt cap with an underlying H gh Density Pol yethyl ene |iner was selected as the
representative process option for the capping alternative

Prior to construction of the cap, buried drums woul d be excavated and transported off site for treatment or
di sposal . Contami nated sedi ments fromthe drai nage ditch and contaminated soil fromthe wetland area at the
northeastern portion of the site would be excavated and relocated to the area to be capped.

During construction and rel ated activities, an air nonitoring programwoul d be inplenented to assure that no
significant airborne contam nation mgrates off site. Dust suppression neasures woul d be undertaken during
soi|l excavation and related activities. Additionally, an assessnment of the wetlands would be perforned to
determi ne the potential inpact of the renedial action. |If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland nitigation
or restoration woul d be devel oped

Fol lowing the installation of the cap, a long-term nonitoring programwoul d be undertaken to ensure the
effectiveness of the renedy. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-3: In-situ Stabilization

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $ 9, 100, 000
Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost s: $ 240, 000
Esti mated Present Wrth: $11, 200, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Tinefrane: 6 nont hs

Under this alternative, contamnated soil would be mxed with setting agents, such as cenent or lime, to form
a hard, durable product in which contam nants are chenically bound and/or entrapped in the solidified nass.

Approxi mately 28,100 cubic yards of contam nated surface and subsurface soil can be stabilized in place. The
remai ning soil, an estimated 6,600 cubic yards, is in the wetland area, confined areas where the soil m xing
equi pnent cannot reach, or under the buildings. Soils in the wetland area woul d be excavated and stabilized
ex-situ to facilitate wetland restoration. Soils renoved fromwetland would be relocated on site after
treatnment. Soils excavated fromthe confined area between the buildings would be treated ex-situ and used to
backfill the sane area fromwhich they were renoved. If the buildings were denolished, that soil could be
also stabilized in place, as well as the soil under the buildings. |f the buildings were not denolished, the
soi | under themwoul d not be stabilized. An asphalt cap would be constructed over the stabilized soils to
isolate themand to reduce the infiltration of precipitation into the treated soils. Prior to the
stabilization of the soil, buried drunms woul d be excavated and transported off site for treatment or

di sposal. During construction and related activities, an air nonitoring programwould be inplenmented to
assure that no significant airborne contam nation mgrates off site. Dust suppression neasures woul d be
undertaken during soil excavation and related activities. Deed restrictions wuld be sought for the property,
if necessary. Additionally, an assessnment of the wetlands would be perforned to determne the potentia

impact of the renedial action. |If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mtigation or restorati on would be
devel oped.

Alternative S-4: Low Tenperature Thermal Desorption
Estimated Capital Cost: $10, 480, 000

Esti mated Annual OSM Cost s: $ 4, 848, 700
Esti mated Present Wrth: $17, 100, 000



Esti mated | npl ementati on Ti nefrane: 1 year

Alternative S-4 involves excavation of an estinmated 34, 700 cubi ¢ yards of contam nated soil, on-site
treatment by |ow tenperature thermal desorption (LTTD), and backfilling of treated material. Buried druns
and the septic systemwould be excavated and transported off site for treatment or disposal

LTTD is a treatment process for solids and sludges which uses thernmal forces to remove PCBs and ot her organic
contam nation. Contamnated soil is indirectly heated causing the volatilization of organic conpounds. The
process off-gas is then treated using a scrubber and activated carbon filters, or sone other appropriate gas
treatment approach. The residuals fromthis process, which include spent carbon and small anounts of waste
water, would be transported off site for treatnment or disposal. Data available fromthe treatability study
show that PCBs have been reduced to less than 2 parts per mllion (ppn) (the treatability study treatnent
goal). It is anticipated that the EPA renediation goal of 1 ppmcan be satisfied by nodifying treatnent
conditions such as residence time and tenperature, if necessary. |f the remediation goal of 1 ppm cannot be
satisfied, the residual soils may need additional renedial nmeasures (e.g., stabilization) prior to
backfilling. |If necessary, a waiver of TSCA chemical waste landfill requirements woul d be sought under 40
CFR 761.75(c) (4).

Treated soil would be tested to determne the need for stabilization of netals prior to backfilling. After
backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded. During construction and
related activities, an air nmonitoring programwoul d be inplemented to assure that no significant airborne
contamination nmigrates off site. Dust suppression measures woul d be undertaken during soil excavation and
related activities. Additionally, an assessnent of the wetlands woul d be performed to deternine the
potential inpact of the renedial action. |If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland nmitigation or restoration
woul d be devel oped. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-5: Dechlorination

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 5, 760, 000
Esti mated Annual OSM Cost s: $ 5,073, 600
Esti mated Present Wrth: $16, 800, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Tinefrane: 2 years

The dechlorination alternative invol ves excavati on of approximately 34,700 cubic yards of contam nated soils,
on-site treatnment by dechlorination, and backfilling of the treated material. Buried drums and the septic
system woul d be excavated and transported off site for treatnent or disposal

Dechlorination is a chem cal treatment process in which a glycol reagent is used to displace chlorine
nol ecul es fromcertain classes of chlorinated organi c wastes, producing a | ess toxic, water-soluble species.
Dechl orination can be used to treat liquids, soils, and sludges containing PCBs, chlorobenzenes, and

di benzofurans. The soil pH would be neutralized prior to backfilling on site, coupled with | eachate testing
to denonstrate that treated soils would not contribute to groundwater contam nation. Process fluids may
require off-site treatment or disposal. Toxicity testing of treated soils would be performed to ensure that

terrestrial organi sms can be supported. Solid residuals would be sanpled and anal yzed for toxicity
characteristic | eaching procedure (TCLP) and total constituents, and other RCRA characteristics necessary for
of f-site di sposal

Treated soil would be tested to deternmine the need for stabilization of netals prior to backfilling. After
backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded. During construction and
related activities, an air nonitoring programwoul d be inplenented to assure that no significant airborne
contam nation mgrates off site. Dust suppression neasures woul d be undertaken during soil excavation and
related activities. Additionally, an assessnent of the wetlands woul d be performed to determine the
potential inpact of the renedial action. |If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland nmitigation or restoration
woul d be devel oped. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-6: Solvent Extraction



Estimated Capital Cost: $16, 200, 000

Esti mat ed Annual O&M Costs: $ 5,716, 900

Esti mated Present Wrth: $23, 700, 000

Estimated | npl ementation Ti mefrane: 1 year

This alternative invol ves excavation of an estimated 34, 700 cubi c yards of contam nated soil, on-site
treatment by sol vent extraction, and backfilling of the treated material. Treated soil would be tested to
determine the need for stabilization of netals prior to backfilling. Buried drunms and the septic system

woul d be excavated and transported off site for treatnent or disposal

Sol vent extraction is a physical treatnment process in which an organic solvent is used to extract organic
contaminants fromthe soils and sedinents. The solvent extraction process woul d separate the contam nated

soils into three distinct fractions: dry, oil-free solids; water; and oil. This separation occurs in a
t wo- st age process consisting of a cold stage followed by a hot stage. During the cold stage, the screened,
contanmi nated soil in mxed with a solvent such as triethylamne (TEA), and two phases are forned: a

TEA/ oi | / wat er phase, and a solids phase. The solids are renoved with a filter or centrifuge and dried to
recover the solvent. Since the environnent is alkaline, the netals are converted to hydrated oxi des, which
precipitate and exit the process with the solids. After the TEA/ oil/water phase |eaves the cold stage, it is
heated to 130 F at which point two separate phases are forned: a TEA/oil phase, and a TEA/ water phase

Sol vent is recovered by drying the solids, and steamstripping the oil and water phases

Confirmatory sanpling of treated soils and sedi ments woul d be conducted prior to backfilling. This would
consi st of sanpling each batch of treated material and analyzing for PCBs and full TCLP and total anal yses.
Toxicity testing would al so be conducted to ensure that treated soils can support terrestrial organisns.

Resi dual PCB-contami nated oil fromthe treatnment process would be sanpled for total and TCLP constituents,
and ot her RCRA characteristics necessary for off-site disposal. No other residuals are anticipated to be
generated which would require off-site disposal. However, material that cannot be processed in the sol vent
extraction system (e.g., rocks, tree roots) nmay also require off-site disposal

After backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded. During construction
and rel ated activities, an air nonitoring programwoul d be inplenented to assure that no significant airborne
contam nation mgrates off site. Dust suppression neasures woul d be undertaken during soil excavation and
related activities. Additionally, an assessnent of the wetlands woul d be performed to determne the
potential inpact of the renedial action. |If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland nitigation or restoration
woul d be devel oped. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S-7:. On-site Incineration

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $ 7,190, 000
Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost s: $ 8,872,900
Esti mated Present Wrth: $25, 300, 000
Estinmated | npl emrentation Ti mefrane: 3 years

Alternative S-7 would involve the excavation of approxinately 34,700 cubic yards of contani nated soi

foll owed by thermal destruction of organic chenicals (PCBs, VOCs and PAHs) using a nobile on-site
incineration unit. Contaminated naterials (i.e., soils, sedinents, hardened |atex product and druns) woul d
be incinerated on site. Materials handling may be necessary to shred druns and |atex material prior to
feeding into the incinerator.

The rotary kiln incineration process evaluated for this alternative involves the introduction of wastes and
auxiliary fuel into the high end of an inclined cylindrical refractory-lined kiln. Wstes are substantially
oxi di zed to gases and ash as they pass through the rotating kiln. Rotation of the conbustion chanber creates
turbul ence and inproves the degree of oxidation. Solids retention time varies fromseveral mnutes to nore

t han an hour dependi ng on waste characteristics. Exhaust gases fromthe kiln enter a secondary chanber
afterburner to conplete oxidation of the conbustible waste. Prior to release to the atnosphere, exhaust
gases fromthe afterburner pass through air pollution control units for particulate and acid gas renoval



Ash residue (i.e., treated soil) is discharged at the bottomof the kiln. Treated soil wuld be tested to
assure the organic contanminants are destroyed and to determ ne the need for stabilization of netals prior to
backfilling. After backfilling, the treated soil would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded.

During construction and related activities, an air nonitoring programwoul d be inplenented to assure that no
significant airborne contam nation mgrates off site. Dust suppression neasures woul d be undertaken during
soi|l excavation and related activities. Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be perforned to
determi ne the potential inpact of the renedial action. If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mtigation
or restoration woul d be devel oped. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary.

Alternative S 8 Of-site Landfilling

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 4, 900, 000
Esti mated Annual OSM Cost s: $ 6, 886, 600
Esti mated Present Wrth: $13, 600, 000
Esti mated | npl ementati on Ti nefrane: 1 year

This alternative consists of the excavation and off-site disposal of approxi mately 34, 700 cubic yards of
contami nated materi al .

Conposite soil and sedi nent sanples woul d be analyzed for PCB content to characterize the |evel of
contami nation. Of-site landfilling of contam nated soils and sedi ments woul d be conducted in accordance
with RCRA and TSCA regul ations, including transport via a licensed firmin accordance with Departnent of
Transportation requirenents and di sposal in an appropriately permtted landfill(s). Soil containing |ess

than 50 ppmof PCBs could be sent to an industrial solid waste landfill, while soil contam nated above 50 ppm
woul d be sent to a RCRA/TSCA landfill. RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268) would be satisfied for
all excavated soil prior to landfilling.

During construction and related activities, an air nonitoring programwoul d be inplenented to assure that no
significant airborne contam nation mgrates off site. Dust suppression neasures woul d be undertaken during
soil excavation and related activities. Additionally, an assessment of the wetlands would be perforned to
deternmine the potential inpact of the renmedial action. |If necessary, a detailed plan for wetland mtigation
or restoration woul d be devel oped. Deed restrictions would be sought for the property, if necessary. For
shipnent to the off-site landfill, a rail spur would be constructed on the Industrial Latex site. It would
t ake approximately 100 shipnents utilizing five rail cars per day to transport the contanminated soil from
Industrial Latex site. Clean fill would be transported to the site and placed into the excavated area
Utilizing a 20 cubic yard dunp truck, it would take approximately 1,540 truckl oads to backfill the site
After backfilling, the site would be graded, covered with topsoil, and seeded

REMVEDI AL ALTERNATI VES FOR HARDENED MATERI AL I N VATS

The No Action alternative for the hardened naterial in vats is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the
soil renmedial alternatives. Under that alternative, no neasures would be taken to reduce exposures to the
hardened nmaterial in the vats on the site. A though conbined with the no action alternative for soil, no

action for the hardened naterial in vats could be independently sel ected.

Alternative V-1: Disposal of Vats in Of-site Landfill

Estimated Capital Cost: $140, 200
Esti mated Annual O8M Cost s: $ 0
Estimated Present Wrth: $140, 200
Esti mated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 2 nont hs

Alternative V-1 involves disnmantling the production vats fromtheir steel supports and draining any remaining
unhardened material into drums for transportation off site for disposal in an off-site landfill or
incineration. The vats containing hardened naterial would then be transported to an approved TSCA/ RCRA
landfill via flat bed truck. The floor drains would also be renoved and transported for disposal with the



vat s.

Alternative V-2: Disposal of Vats through Of-site Incineration

Estimated Capital Cost: $646, 500
Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $ 0
Esti mated Present Wrth: $646, 500
Esti mated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 2 nont hs

This alternative is simlar to Alternative V-1, except that the vats would be transported off site for
incineration. Because of their large size, the vats would likely require shredding prior to incineration.
The material in the floor drains would al so be di sposed of through off-site incineration.

Alternative V-3: Blast Hardened Material from Vats

Estimated Capital Cost: $286, 000
Esti mat ed Annual O8M Costs: $ 0
Estimated Present Wrth: $286, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 3 nont hs

Under this alternative, the hardened naterial in the vats and the floor drains would be renmoved using dry ice
pellet blasting. Dry ice pellets would inmpact the hardened material at a high rate of speed, shearing the
material fromthe surface of the vats. Because dry ice consists entirely of carbon di oxi de which would
evaporate as the dry ice thaws, no residuals woul d be generated beyond the renoved material. The renoved
material would be transported off site for incineration.

REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES FCR BU LDl NG SURFACES

The No Action alternative for the building surfaces is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soil
remedi al alternatives. Under that alternative, no measures would be taken to reduce exposures to the

cont ami nat ed buil ding surfaces on the site. Al though conbined with the no action alternative for soil, no
action for the building surfaces could be independently selected. Alternative B-1: Solvent/Detergent
Washi ng Fol | oned by Surface Sealing

Esti mated Capital Cost: $450, 700
Estimated Annual O8M Cost s: $ 21, 000
Estimated Present Wrth: $773, 700
Estimated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 6 nont hs

Alternative B-1 involves surface cleaning of the walls and floors with a two-part, non-flammabl e
sol vent/ det ergent - based cl eaner where PCB contam nation is present only on the surface.

The effectiveness of this alternative is highly dependent on the depth of PCB contam nation and the sel ection
of a cleaning solution. Were the contam nants have nigrated bel ow the concrete surface, it may be difficult
to utilize this technology. To reduce the chance of exposure to this subsurface contami nation, it would be
necessary to seal the surface with an epoxy coating. Surface washing generates additional contam nated |iquid
that woul d be di sposed of off site.

Alternative B-2: Blasting of Building Surfaces

Estimated Capital Cost: $799, 700
Esti mated Annual O8&M Cost s: $ 0
Estimated Present Wrth: $799, 700
Estimated | npl ementation Ti nefrane: 4 nont hs

Simlar to the process described under Alternative V-3, the building surfaces would be cl eaned using dry ice
pell et blasting. The PCBcontam nated concrete renoved fromthe building surfaces woul d be di sposed of in an



offsite TSCA-pernmitted landfill. Because the PCB contamination on the walls and floors has no apparent

t hi ckness, and the blasting action is nost effective for thick |ayers of surface contam nation, field testing
woul d be required to evaluate the effectiveness of the technology for application at the site. Shrouds would
be erected in the area of operation to protect against flying debris and to contain waste naterial. Because
the dry ice pellets would Iift the contanination away fromthe concrete rather than pul verizing the concrete,
t hereshoul d not be a significant airborne particul ate exposure problem Air nmonitoring would be performed to
confirmthis during renediation.

Alternative B-3: Scabbling of Building Surfaces

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $320, 900
Estimated Annual O8M Cost s: $ 0
Esti mated Present Wrth: $320, 900
Estimated | npl ementation Tinefrane: 3 nont hs

This alternative is proven effective for renoval of PCB contami nation that has penetrated into a concrete
substrate. A scabbling device, consisting of pneunatic pistons tipped with carbide teeth, would be used to
break off building material to a pre-determ ned depth. A vacuum system attached to the scabbling device
woul d reduce the amount of dust generated and woul d be capabl e of containerizing the dust in one step.

Scabbl i ng generates no waste in addition to the contaninated concrete that is being removed. However, this
alternative could permanently damage the thin concrete bl ock walls rendering the buil di ngs usel ess or
potentially unsafe. PCB-contam nated concrete woul d be disposed in an off-site TSCA-permtted |andfill.
Scabbl i ng presents sone risk of exposure to PCB-contaninated dust if the vacuum systemis not operated
properly to contain the pul verized concrete. Standard health and safety and fugitive dust control practices
shoul d be sufficient to nanage this risk.

Alternative B-4: Building Denolition

Estimated Capital Cost: $643, 400

Esti mated Annual O8M Cost s: $ 0

Esti mated Present Wrth: $643, 400

Estimated | npl ementation Tinefrane: 6 nont hs

This alternative would renove the PCB-contam nated structures fromthe site. |If conpleted in phases, it may
be possible to segregate the uncontam nated concrete fromthe contam nated concrete. Testing during remedi al
design would determne the ability to separate the material. |If it is possible to separate the material by

| evel of contamination, several options would beavailable for disposal. The PCB-contani nated concrete which

contains greater than 50 ppm of PCBs, woul d be disposed of at a TSCA-pernitted facility, while the concrete
contai ning between 1 and 50 ppm PCB coul d be di sposed of at an industrial solid waste facility. The

uncont am nat ed concrete could be used as fill on site or disposed of in an approved landfill off site.

Bui l ding denolition presents potential short-termexposure to PCB-contam nated dust. Therefore, appropriate
dust control neasures would need to be enpl oyed during denolition. Air nonitoring would al so be perforned
during renedi ation.

SUMVARY OF COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each renedial alternative was perforned with respect to
each of the nine evaluation criteria. This section discusses and conpares the performance of the renedial

al ternative under consideration against these criteria. These criteria were devel oped to address the
requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA to ensure all inportant considerations are factored into renedy

sel ection decisions. Al selected renedies nust at |east satisfy the Threshold CGriteria. The selected
remedy shoul d provide the best trade-offs anong the Prinary Balancing Criteria. The Mddifying Criteria are
eval uated following the public coment period.

Threshold Oriteria

1. Overall protection of human heal th and the environment addresses whether or not a remedy provides



adequat e protection and descri bes how ri sks posed through each exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls

2. Conpliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a renedy would meet all of the applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) of federal and state environnental statutes and requirenments and/or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver. Primary Balancing Criteria

3. Long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence refers to the magnitude of residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environnment over tine, once renedial
obj ectives have been net.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volune through treatnent addresses the statutory preference for
sel ecting renedial actions that enploy treatment technol ogies that permanently and significantly reduce
toxicity, mobility or volume of the hazardous substances as a principal element.

5. Short-termeffectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i npacts on human health and the environnment that nay be posed during the construction and inplenmentation
period, until the renedial objectives are achieved.

6. Inplenentability is the technical and admi nistrative feasibility of a remedy, including the availability
of materials and services needed to inplement a particular alternative

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and nmai ntenance costs, and the present worth costs.
Modi fying Oriteria

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State
supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations regarding the preferred alternative

9. Community acceptance refers to the community's comments on the alternatives described in the Proposed
Plan, and the Rl and FS reports. Responses to public comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Sumrary
section of this Record of Decision.

The three categories of contaminated nedia (i.e., soil, vats, and buildings) are eval uated separately
utilizing the above criteria. A conparative analysis of the renedial alternatives based upon the eval uation
criteria noted above, follows.

SO L (1 NCLUDI NG BURI ED DRUM LATEX) REMEDI ATI ON ALTERNATI VES
A comparison of the soil renediation alternatives foll ows.
Overal | Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternatives S 1 (A, No Action, and S 1 (B), Mninal Action, are not protective of human health and the

envi ronnent because the risks associated with the Industrial Latex site would persist for the foreseeabl e
future. Aternative S-2, Capping, reduces the possibility of direct contact with contam nated soils through
contai nment and, therefore, reduces hunman health risks associated with direct contact with contam nated soil .
However, the existing contami nated soil would remain on the site. Alternative S 3, In-situ Stabilization

al so reduces the possibility of direct contact with the contam nated soils through i nmobilization and

contai nnent. Al though contaminated soil renains on site under both Alternatives S-2 and S-3, further
mgration of contamnants in the groundwater is reduced by mnimzing infiltration and | eachi ng of

contam nants into the groundwat er

The remaining five alternatives are protective of human health and the environnment because they renove
contami nation fromthe site, either directly, as in Alternative S-8, Of-site Landfilling, or by treating the
soil to renmove the risk-causing contam nants (i.e., primrily PCBs).



Wet | ands woul d be assessed to determine the need for mitigation nmeasures or restoration if they would be
potentially inpacted by renedial action.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Wil e there are no ARARs for soil contam nation, EPA policy has established a cleanup goal of 1 ppmfor
PCB-contami nated sites for residential use. EPA also devel oped site-specific, risk-based renediation goals
for the other contami nants of concern. Alternative S1 (A, No Action, and S-1 (B), Mninmal Action, do not
achi eve these renedi ation goals. Alternatives S 2, Capping, and S3, In-situ Stabilization, also do not
comply with the remedi ati on goal s because the soil contam nation would be left on site for an indefinite
period of tine. A though contam nant |evels are not reduced, Alternatives S-2 and S-3 prevent direct contact
with and migration of contaninants through capping and/or inmmobilization of the contaninants. Wile
Alternative S-2 would reduce the | eaching of contam nation, it would not achi eve RCRA-cl osure requirenents.

Alternatives S 4 through S8 satisfy EPA remedi ati on goals and RCRA Land D sposal Restrictions for hazardous
wastes as they apply to backfilling of treated soil, off-site landfilling, or residuals disposal. Aternative
S-8 nay require additional treatnment, however, prior to disposal in an offsite landfill. Aternatives S 3
through S-6 would be designed to conply with RCRA requirements. Alternatives S-7, On-site Incineration, and
S8, Of-site Landfilling, conply with RCRA/ TSCA regul ations. Additionally, Alternative 7 conplies with RCRA
Subpart O Incineration Unit requirenents. Alternatives S 4 through S-7 would be designed to satisfy air
ARARs. Because of the presence of wetlands, wetlands mtigation or restoration requirenents would be
conplied with for those alternatives that inpact on them

Because Alternatives S 1 (A), No Action, and S-1 (B), Mninmal Action, do not neet the threshold requirenents
of overall protection of human health and the environnent or conpliance with ARARs, they will not be
considered further in the evaluation of alternatives.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness And Pernanence

Alternatives S-4, LTID, S-5, Dechlorination, and S-7, On-site Incineration, are the nost effective in the
long termand the nost pernmanent because the contam nation is renoved fromthe soil at the site and destroyed
either on or off site. Treatability study results show that LTTD provi ded significant removal of PCBs from
Industrial Latex site soils. Data available fromthe treatability study show that PCBs have been reduced to
less than 2 ppm(the treatability study treatnent goal). It is anticipated that the EPA risk-based

remedi ation goal of 1 ppmcan be satisfied by nodifying treatnent conditions such as residence tinme and
tenperature, if necessary. |If it is not possible to achieve the renediation goal, a waiver of TSCA chem cal
waste landfill requirenents woul d be sought under 40 CFR 761.75(c)(4). The long-termeffectiveness of
Alternative S-6, Solvent Extraction, is less certain than the other technol ogi es because of the uncertainty
about the fate of the residual solvent used in the treatment process. Alternative S- 8, Of-site
Landfilling, provides long-termeffectiveness at the site, but relies on the long-termintegrity of off-site
di sposal facilities.

The long-termeffectiveness of Alternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, is also |ess certain because it relies
on the ability of the soil-fixing techniques to permanently imobilize the contaminants. Wth this

technol ogy, there is no certainty that the organic contam nants could be effectively immobilized. Alternative
S-2, Capping, is effective and prevents direct contact with contam nated soil only as long as the integrity
of the cap is naintained. Therefore, continued mai ntenance would be required for an indefinite period of
time.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol unme Through Treat nent

Alternatives S-2 through S 8 all involve the renoval and di sposal of buried druns and hardened | at ex
material. However, in dealing with the contanminants in the soil at the Industrial Latex site, sonme
alternatives provide a greater reduction in toxicity, nmobility, and volune. Aternatives S5,
Dechlorination, and S-7, On-site Incineration, provide the greatest reduction intoxicity, nmobility, and

vol ume because the organi c contam nants whi ch pose the major problemat the Industrial Latex site (PCBs) are
destroyed in the treatment process. Alternatives S-4, LTID, and S-6, Solvent Extraction, also substantially



reduce the toxicity, nmobility and vol unme of contam nation by extracting organi ¢c conpounds fromthe soil and
further treating the residuals off site. Aternative S-3, In-situ Stabilization, relies solely on reduction
of the contaninant nmobility of both organic and inorganic contam nants, and there is no certainty that the
organi ¢ contaminants could be effectively immobilized. Alternative S-2, Capping, uses no formof treatment
and relies solely on the ability of the cap to prevent direct contact and to prevent soil contam nation from
further adversely affecting surface water and groundwater. Alternative S 8, Of-site Landfilling, does not
affect the toxicity or volume of contam nants, but it somewhat reduces the mobility by containi ng excavated
soils in aregulated landfill.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative S 2, Capping, involves the |least intrusive activity and, as a result, poses the least threat to
the surrounding comrunity and to on-site workers. Alternative S 2 also requires the shortest period of tine
to inplement, less than six nmonths. Alternative S3, In-situ Stabilization, requires sonewhat nore intrusive
activity and, as a result, has a greater inpact in the short term Al of the remaining alternatives have a
greater potential inpact in the short termdue to excavation of soils, which would require engineering
controls to mnimze these inpacts. For Aternatives S-4 through S-7, risks associated with treatnment system
nobi |l i zation and startup are expected to be mininal. The systemvendor would be required to devel op and
inplenent a health and safety plan to protect nearby residents and on-site workers. This plan woul d address
chem cal usage, operator safety, and responses to process |eaks and unantici pated system upsets during
start-up. Wetlands di sturbed by excavation and treatnent system construction activities would be
appropriately addressed as part of these alternatives, where necessary. Alternative S-8, Of-site
Landfilling, would involve transportation of hazardous wastes over |ong distances, potentially creating

addi ti onal exposure risks.

Inpl emrentability

Alternative S-2, Capping, is the easiest alternative to inplement and uses the nost commonly avail abl e
material s and equi pnent. The proposed asphalt cap is technically feasible to construct. Since the

remedi ation area is relatively flat, only mnor grading would be required to prepare the area for
construction. Alternative S-8, Of-site Landfilling, can also be inplenmented, provided that existing
landfills continue to be capable of receiving the waste at the time renediati on occurs. Alternative S-7,
On-site Incineration, has been successful in the renediati on of hazardous waste probl ens, but has a
potentially long start-up process in order to denonstrate that applicable requirenents will be net.
Alternatives S-4, LTID, S-5, Dechlorination, and S-6, Solvent Extraction, utilize processes which are
relatively newin the renediati on of hazardous waste sites, and rely on the availability of off-site
facilities for the disposal or treatnment of residuals. Al though treatability studies were performed for LTTD
during the RI/FS, Alternative S 4 nay require pilot studies to determ ne the optinal operating paraneters
during design. Because there is sone uncertainty as to the residuals associated with Alternatives S5 and
S-6, toxicity testing would need to perforned prior to inplementation. Aternative S-3, In-situ

Stabi |l i zati on, has been successful for renediating inorganic contamnants, but is relatively new and
uncertain in the treatment of organic contam nants. Additives to the basic cenent-based stabilizers would
have to be carefully determ ned through pilot-scale testing and nay have to be varied throughout the site to
address the variability of the organic contanination.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual &M costs, total present worth costs, and the inplenentation tineframes of
all of the soil renmedial alternatives are sunmarized in Table 6. Present worth costs are based on a 30-year
period and a discount rate of 5 percent.

Alternative S-2, Capping, is overall the least costly alternative. Anong the treatnent alternatives that
remove PCBs fromthe soil, Alternatives S5, Dechlorination, and S-4, LTTD, were about equally low in cost
and were slightly more than twice as costly as Alternative S-2. Alternative S8 Of-site Landfilling, costs
nore than Alternative S 2 (Capping) and S-3 (Insitu Stabilization), but less than all of the ex-situ
treatnent alternatives.



St at e Accept ance
The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the selected soil remediation alternative.
Communi ty Accept ance

Community Acceptance was eval uated after the close of the public comrent period. Witten coments received
during the public commrent period, as well as verbal comments during the public nmeeting on August 10, 1992,
were eval uated. Several reservations were expressed regarding EPA' s proposed soil renediation alternative at
the public neeting. The responses to those conments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES FOR HARDENED MATERI AL | N VATS

The No Action alternative for the hardened material in vats is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the
soil remedial alternatives. A conparison of the alternatives for renediating the hardened material follows.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

The No Action alternative, S-1 (A, would not be protective of human health and the environment. The risk of
exposure to the material in the vats would not be reduced to any degree under this alternative.

Al of the active renedial alternatives reduce the current and future potential risks associated with direct
contact with hardened material in the vats by either conpletely removing the vats for off-site disposal at a
permtted landfill (Alternative V-1) or incinerator (Alternative V-2), or by renoving the hardened nmateri al
fromthe vats using a blasting technology (Alternative V-3) for off-site treatnent or disposal.

Because the No Action alternative is not protective of hunman health and the environnent, it is not considered
further in this analysis.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

For Alternative V-1, by renoving all production vats and di sposing of themin a TSCA RCRA-pernitted |andfill
along with the latex material fromthe floor drains, all ARARs for transportation and disposal wll be
sati sfied.

For Alternative V-2, conpliance with Federal regulations (RCRA and TSCA) woul d be achi eved by properly
mani festing and transporting the vats to a TSCA RCRA-pernmitted incinerator. According to the TSCA

regul ations, 40 CFR Part 761.60, solid PCB-contam nated waste naterial containing nore than 50 ppm nust be
managed in a TSCA-permitted waste managenent facility.

For Alternative V-3, waste material would be properly disposed of in accordance with TSCA and RCRA
regul ations, as appropriate. Followi ng vat and floor drain cleaning, confirmatory wi pe sanpling would be
perforned to ensure that the surfaces have been thoroughly cleaned to appropriate standards.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness And Pernanence

Alternative V-2, D sposal of Vats Through Of-site Incineration, destroys the contam nant-bearing materi al
and, as such, offers a permanent, long-termsolution. Alternative V-3 would effectively decontam nate the
vats, and, through off-site incineration, could offer a permanent renedy. Wile not treating or destroying
contam nants, Alternative V-1, D sposal of Vats in Of-site Landfill, provides an effective neans of disposal
because the contam nation, which is essentially bound in the hardened material, is further placed in a
secure, regul ated environnent.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume through Treatnent

Alternatives V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Of-site Incineration, and V-3, Blast Hardened Material from Vats,
reduce the toxicity, nobility, and vol unme through thermal or other treatnent. Aternative V-1, D sposal of



Vats in Off-site Landfill, utilizes no treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and vol unme, but does
provi de contai nment for the contam nants. Additionally, because the naterial in the vats is hardened, the
nmobi lity of contaminants is already greatly reduced.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternatives V-1, Disposal of Vats in Of-site Landfill, and V-2, Disposal of Vats Through Of-site
Incineration, are nost effective in the short termbecause the vats are renoved intact, resulting in |ess
potential exposure to workers and a shorter duration of renedial activity. Alternative V-3, Blast Hardened
Material fromVats, requires the contai nment and collection of residuals for disposal, and, as a result, is
somewhat nore difficult to inplement in the short term In addition, Alternative V-3 has the potential to
produce an oxygen-deficient environnent for workers. Engineering controls would be utilized to prevent

di sruption of the surrounding comunity.

I npl emrentability

Al of the alternatives are easy to inplenent, use wi dely available equi prent and nmaterials, and use
wel | -established methods. Al three alternatives can be inplenented concurrently with the soil and building
surface alternatives.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual &M costs, total present worth costs, and the inplenentation tineframes of
all of the renedial alternatives for the vats are sunmarized in Table 7. Present worth costs are based on a
30-year period and a discount rate of 5 percent.

Alternative V-1, D sposal of Vats in Of-site Landfill, has the | owest overall cost. The next |owest cost is
for Alternative V-3, Blast Hardened Material fromVats, which costs twice as nuch as Alternative V-1.
Alternative V2 is the nost costly of the three alternatives.

St at e Accept ance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the selected alternative for the renediation of the
hardened material in vats.

Communi ty Accept ance

Community Acceptance was eval uated after the close of the public comrent period. Witten coments received
during the public comrent period, as well as verbal conments during the public nmeeting on August 10, 1992
were eval uated. Comments rmade at the public nmeeting generally supported EPA' s proposed renedial alternative
for the hardened material in vats. Those comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Sumary.

REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES FCR BU LDl NG SURFACES

The No Action alternative for the building surfaces is presented as Alternative S-1 (A) under the soi
remedi al alternatives. A conparison of the building renediation alternatives foll ows.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The No Action alternative, S-1 (A, would not be protective of human health and the environment. The risk of
exposure to the contam nated buil ding surfaces would not be reduced to any degree under this alternative

Al four of the active renedial alternatives reduce the current and future risks associated with direct
contact with building and equi pmrent surfaces and, as a result, are protective of human health and the
environnent. Alternative B-1, Washing/ Surface Sealing, uses surface sealing as the primary isolating
nmechanism while Alternative B-2, Blasting, and B-3, Scabbling, attenpt to renove contam nants. Alternative
B-3, Scabbling, is not appropriate for equi pment surfaces, however, and woul d have to be conbined with one of



the other alternatives to be truly effective if equipnent were to be left in place in the plant. Aternative
B-4 renoves the entire buildings fromthe site, thereby renmoving the contam nants and nore fully protecting
human health and the environnent.

Because the No Action alternative is not protective of human health and the environnent, it is not considered
further in this analysis.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

If Alternative B-1 were selected, the underlying surface would be decontanmi nated to conply w th TSCA
regul ations. Confirmatory w pe sanpling and chip sanpling would be conducted, follow ng cleaning, to ensure
t hat contam nants have been renoved.

For Alternative B-2, conpliance with TSCA regul ati ons woul d be achi eved by removing the surface contanination
on the concrete walls and floors, as confirned by w pe sanpling and chip sanpling subsequent to surface
cl eani ng.

For Alternative B-3, conpliance with TSCA regul ati ons woul d be achi eved by renoving the surface contanination
on the concrete walls and floors, as confirned by wi pe and chip sanpling subsequent to scabbling.

Di sposal of material under Alternative B-4 would conply with TSCA regul ati ons.
Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternative B-2, Blasting, and Alternative B-3, Scabbling, both renove contami nated concrete for treatnent
and provide a pernmanent, long-termsolution. Wth Aternative B-1, Washing and Surface Sealing, only the
surface contam nation is renoved, and any renaining contam nation that nay have penetrated beneath the
surface is sealed in place. Aternative B-1 is effective only as long as the sealant is naintai ned and
re-applied periodically. As aresult, it is not a truly permanent solution. However, Aternative B-2,

Bl asting, and B-3, Scabbling, may pernanently danmage the walls and floors if too rmuch concrete is renoved.
Alternative B-4, Building Denolition, renoves the entire buildings and provides a pernanent solution to site
contami nation, but relies on the integrity of off-site disposal facilities.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol unme Through Treat nent

None of the four alternatives enploy treatnent, except that used for the disposal of residual, contam nated
concrete or washing solution. Alternative B-1, Washi ng/ Surface Seal i ng, does not reduce the toxicity or

vol ume of contam nants, but reduces the nobility through containment. Alternatives B-2 (Blasting), B3
(Scabbling), and B-4 (Building Denolition) do not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contam nants,
but nerely renmoves themfromthe site.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Alternatives B-1 (Washing/ Surface Sealing), B-2 (Blasting), and B-3 (Scabbling) are expected to take
approxi mately the same anount of tine to inplenent. Each of these alternatives should be conpleted wthin
one to two nonths frominitiation. Alternative B-4, Building Denolition, is expected to take approximately
six nonths to conplete. Wile there would be sonme increase in traffic as a result of the off-site disposal
of the buildingnaterials, coordination with | ocal authorities would assist the devel opment of safe
transportati on neasures. However, because the buildings would be renoved fromthe site, Alternative B-3
woul d enhance the soil renediation alternatives by providing added space with which to work.

Worrkers will be potentially exposed to the solvent mixture during inplementation of Alternative B-1, and to
ai rborne dust during inplenentation of Alternatives B-2, B-3 and B-4. Personal protective equi prent and dust
control practices can be used to manage the risk.

I npl ementability



Al four alternatives are relatively easy to inplenent, use wi dely availabl e equi prent and naterials, and use
wel | established methods. O fsite disposal can be inplenented along with off-site disposal of druns,
treatnment residuals, and vat waste.

Cost

Estimated capital costs, annual &M costs, total present worth costs, and the inplenentation tinefranmes of
all of the renedial alternatives for the buildings are summarized in Table 8. Present worth costs are based
on a 30year period and a discount rate of 5 percent.

Alternative B-3, Scabbling, has the | owest overall cost. Alternative B-1, Washing and Surface Sealing, has
the second | owest capital cost. However, when additional application of sealant is considered, the cost of
Alternative B-1 is approximately equal to Blasting (Alternative B-2), the nost expensive option. Alternative
B-4, Building Denolition, has the second | owest cost overall, which is approximately twi ce that of
Alternative B-3.

St at e Accept ance

The State of New Jersey has not as yet concurred with the selected alternative for building renediation
Communi ty Accept ance

Community Acceptance was eval uated after the close of the public comrent period. Witten coments received
during the public comment period, as well as verbal comments during the public neeting on August 10, 1992
were eval uated. Comments made at the public neeting generally supported EPA's proposed renedy for the
buil dings on the site. Those coments are addressed in the Responsiveness Sunmary.

SELECTED REMEDY

Section 121(b) of CERCLA, as anended, requires EPA to select renedial actions which utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery options to the maxi num extent
practicable. In addition, EPA prefers renmedial actions that permanently and significantly reduce the
mobility, toxicity, or volunme of site wastes.

After careful review and eval uation of the alternatives evaluated in detail in the feasibility study, and
consideration of all evaluation criteria, EPA presented Alternative S-4, Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption
for soils; Alternative V-1, Disposal of Vats in Of-site Landfill; and Alternative B-4, Building Denolition
to the public as the preferred remedy. This renedy includes excavation of contam nated soils, on-site
treatnment by |ow tenperature thermal desorption, and backfilling of treated material; excavation of the
septic systemand buried druns for off-site treatment or disposal; disnmantling the production vats fromtheir
steel supports, draining any renaining unhardened material into druns for off-site disposal or incineration

and di sposal of vats in an approved TSCA/ RCRA | andfill; renoval of the floor drains for disposal with the
vats; denolition and off-site disposal of the two on-site buildings; and a perfornmance nonitoring program
The performance nonitoring programw || include sufficient air nmonitoring prior to and during remedial action

to ensure that there are no significant enmissions to off-site areas.

The input received during the public coment period, consisting primarily of questions and statenents
subnmitted at the public neeting held on August 10, 1992, is presented in the Responsiveness Summary. Public
comrents did not necessitate any changes to the preferred alternatives. Accordingly, the preferred

al ternatives have been selected by EPA as the renedial solution for the site.

Sone additional activities will be performed during the renedi al design and renedial action phases for the
site. These activities are described bel ow.
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STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Superfund renedy selection is based on CERCLA, as anended and the regul ations contained in the NCP. Under
its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedial actions that
are protective of human health and the environment. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes severa
other statutory requirenents and preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected remedial action
for this site nmust conply with applicable, or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established
under federal and state environmental |aws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected renedy al so
nmust be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or
resource-recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference
for renedies that enploy treatnent that pernmanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or

nobi lity of hazardous wastes, as their principal elenent. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected
remedy neets these statutory requirenents for the Industrial Latex site

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, dealing effectively with the threats
posed by the contam nants which were identified. The renmedy will attain 10[-4] to 10[-6] risk |evel for
carcinogens and the H will be less than 1 for noncarcinogens. The action will elimnate contam nation in
renmedi ating the soil and sedi nments, vats, buildings and equi prent, drums and hardened | atex nmaterial, all of
whi ch contribute to an increased health and environnental risk posed by the site

There are no short-termthreats associated with the sel ected remedy which cannot be readily controlled. In
addi tion, no adverse cross-nedi a i npacts are expected fromthe renedy.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

The selected remedy will conply with the substantive requirenents of the following statutes and regul ati ons.
These ARARs are listed in Table 9

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

The contam nants of concern in the site soils will be renediated to neet EPA R sk-Based Renedi ati on Goal s.
The Remedi ation Goals for the soil contanminants are listed in Table 5. Al soils that exceed these |evels
will be excavated to the average groundwater table (approximately 10 feet bel ow the ground surface), for
on-site treatnment in the LTTD unit. During excavation, confirmatory sanpling will be conducted around the
perineter of the excavation zones to ensure conplete renoval of soils exceeding renediation goals.

The remedi ati on goals al so represent the nmaxi mum concentrations which will be attained in the treated soi

before backfilling. Treated soils will be backfilled on site provided confirmatory sanpling shows that the
remedi ati on goal s have been achi eved, and provided that the treated soil passes TCLP tests. If the soil fails
the TCLP test, it will be a characteristic hazardous waste, and will be managed in accordance with al

appl i cabl e RCRA regul ations, including Land Di sposal Restrictions (LDR, 40 CFR 268). The treatnment process
wi Il be designed such that the LDR standard for each applicable contamnant, as listed in 40 CFR 268.43, is
sati sfied.

EPA recogni zes NJDEPE' s request that soil at the site be remediated to the levels specified in the proposed
"O eanup Standards for Contaminated Sites" which NJDEPE distributed to the public for comments earlier this
year. EPA has not identified these proposed state regul ations as ARARs since they have not been promnul gated
by the state at this time. Therefore, any additional actions which mght be required (beyond the renedy
selected in this ROD) to renediate soil, vats, or buildings at the site to the |levels specified in the
proposed state regul ations are not required by CERCLA, nor are they eligible for federal funding under



CERCLA.  Any such additional actions may be undertaken if they are not inconsistent with the remedy sel ected
inthis ROD, and if they are perfornmed with NJDEPE fundi ng.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

The soil renediation will be designed and constructed to mninm ze the disturbance of areas identified as

wet |l ands and to conply with the requirenents of Executive Order No. 11990 for the Protection of Wtlands and
the New Jersey Wetlands Act of 1970. Before beginning renedial activities, an assessnment of the wetl ands
woul d be perforned to determne the potential inpact of the renedial action. |f necessary, a detailed plan
for wetland mtigation or restoration would be devel oped. The site is not within the coastal zone as defined
by the State of New Jersey. The project area is not sensitive to the discovery of cultural resources.
Therefore, no additional investigation is considered necessary.

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

The process vats will be transported off site in accordance with all RCRA regul ations to an approved
TSCA/ RCRA | andfill for disposal.

The construction debris fromthe denmolition of the buildings will be segregated, if possible, according to
the level of contamination, for proper managenent.

Wat er sprays, dust suppressant chemcals, and other appropriate control neasures will be used as necessary
during building demolition and soil excavation to mnimze dust emssions. Air nonitoring will be conducted
to ensure conpliance with air ARARs (Table 7).

During excavation activities, appropriate erosion control and soil conservation neasures will be inplenented.

Excavated druns and latex naterial that are determ ned by | aboratory analysis to be characteristic hazardous
waste will be disposed off site in accordance with all RCRA and TSCA requirenents, including 40 CFR 263
standards for manifesting, transporting, and recordkeeping.

Since the potential exists for treatnment of soils classified as RCRA characteristic waste, the LTTD treat nment
systemw || be operated in accordance with RCRA Subpart X M scellaneous Unit requirenents, if necessary.

LTTD will conply with air regulations, including the New Jersey Air Pollution Control Regulations for VOC and
toxic em ssions (NJAC 7:27-11 and 17), since airborne contanminants |iberated fromthe waste during treatnent
are carried via the nitrogen gas carrier to the off-gas treatnent system

Sl udge produced by the LTTD soil treatment system which contains the contam nants renmoved fromthe soil,
wi Il be disposed in accordance with RCRA and TSCA requirenents at a RCRAV/ TSCA-permtted facility.

The production of noise in Bergen County, New Jersey, is regulated by the Noise Pollution Code. This code
states that a sound source fromw thin an industrial site may not exceed receiving | evels of 55 decibels in a
residential zone. Local ordinances on noise in Wllington and Wod-Ri dge indi cate no noise after 10:00 p.m;
noi se reducers (such as nufflers for machinery, sound barriers along the affected property line, and

t enporary buil ding enclosures for treatment equipment) will be specified during the design phase, as
necessary, to conply w th noise ordi nances.

In order to mtigate risks, a site health and safety plan will be devel oped and inplenented. This plan will
address personal protective equi pnent for renediati on workers, minimzing dust exposure through water sprays
or suppressant chemcals, and restricting access to the excavation zone. This plan will al so address

chem cal usage, operation safety, and responses to process | eaks and unantici pated system upsets during
start-up associated with the LTTD equi pnent.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

EPA has determined that the selected renedy represents the maxi numextent to which pernmanent sol utions and



treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the Industrial Latex site. EPA has
determ ned that the sel ected remedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs in terns of long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volume achi eved through treatnent,
short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, cost and State and conmmunity acceptance.

The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and treatment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent

practicable. The selected renmedy represents the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives with
respect to the evaluation criteria.

Cost - Ef f ect i veness

The selected alternatives are determned to be cost-effective because they provide the highest degree of
protectiveness anong the alternatives eval uated, while representing cost value. The estimated total project
cost is $18, 000, 000.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

By treating contanminated soil on site through the use of an innovative process, the sel ected renedy addresses
the threats posed by the site through the use of treatment technol ogies. Therefore, the statutory preference
for remedies that enploy treatnent as a principal elenent is satisfied

DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an
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